The main aim of this study is to develop a a valid and reliable scale to measure lifelong learning trends. For this purpose, general review of the literature was made and scale item pool was created. The scale was carried out with a total of 1644 students who studied in Abant Izzet Baysal and Sakarya University in the Faculty of Education volunteered to participate in the study. Exploratory factor analysis was carried out to demonstrate structure scale of the factor. At the end of the research results, it was found that the scale had a 17-item and two-factor structure. The factors determined according to the substances they contain were called as "willingness to learn" and ‚open-ness to improvement‛. Total exposition of these two factors is 43.44%. Construct validity of the scale was tested by confirmatory factor analysis. The criterion validity of the scale was also found to be .71. Calculated for the reliability of the scale, Cronbach's alpha internal consistency coefficient was found to be .86 while ω value was calculated as .89. For the scale stability, test-retest reliability coefficient was found to be .76. The findings show that the scale has adequate validity and reliability to measure lifelong learning trends.
INTRODUCTION
refers to the importance of trends in filling the gap between asking for something and doing it. According to him, knowing only application routes is not enough to achieve the request. Therefore, Dewey (1993) states that a request should be for application and that this request is a personal trend status. A trend borns from a desire or motivation which provides the necessary energy for action (Perkins, Jay andTishman 1993a , 1993b Tishman, Jay and Perkins 1993; RitchhartandPerkins 2000; cited in: Crick and Yu, 2008) . Individuals' tendency and willingness to something shows their trends. Skills reflects cognitive dimension of individuals while trends reflects their affective dimension.
Lifelong learning is described as a continuous process and a multi purpose of learning activities taken with the objectives of improving one's knowledge, skills and competence (OECD, 2001) . Lifelong learning contributes to the economic adaptability of societies, ''personal development and fulfillment'' of individuals, and ''social inclusiveness and democratic understanding (Aspin and Chapman, 2000) . Although its such contribution, the concept of lifelong learning remains unclear although there are continuous research and study (Confessor, 1992; Houle, 1961; Johnstone and Rivera, 1965; cited in Derrcik, 2003; Tough, 1979) in this area to explain lifelong learning trend and to understand the key factors and behaviors associated with the individual's lifelong learning trend.
Lifelong learning is a natural tendency to continue learning, growth and development and this trend is a process which may occur with the elimination of negative, insecure thoughts and belief systems, and the discovery of learning trends (McCombs, 1991) . However, the measurement of lifelong learning trends is complex because it varies according to the competent person's purpose (teachers, doctors, students etc.) (Derrick, 2003; Crick and Yu, 2008) . Despite of this difficulty, some researchers have tried to measure it. For example; Kirby, Knapper, Lamon, and Egnatoff (2010) developed a 14-item scale (designated the KirbyLLS) to assess university and college students of lifelong learning, while Coskun and Demirel (2010) conducted a study to develop a scale to measure lifelong learning. However, very few studies have been done which explore a university student's lifelong learning tendencies, especially on pre-service teachers. Whereas, some trainings on lifelong learning for teachers and their trainers in order to adapt to changes in the education system in the information society (MEB, 2006) and and teachers should be trained in this direction. The purpose of the measurement and evaluation of lifelong learning trends is to encourage personal change in individuals through critical/self-reflection, to invite them to take responsibility and use the information for their own learning process, and also to create data for programmers, learners' coaches and organizational leaders on improving ways for preservice learning (Crick and Yu, 2008) . Therefore, the main aim of this study is to develop a scale to measure lifelong learning trends of preservice teachers. Because nearly impossible to provide pre-service teachers with all of the pedagogical knowledge they will need to sustain them throughout their professional life, it is important to prepare future teachers for careers as lifelong learners.
METHOD

Procedure
The scale development phases are consist of determining the scale items; creation, prepara-tion, implementation of the pilot scale; and the validity and reliability studies. For determining the scale item, the relevant literature review was firstly made and an item pool was created from underlying structure on the subject. The items in the created item pool were examined by 7 experts (a Guidance and Counseling expert, an Educational Administration and Supervision expert, three Educational Curriculum and Instruction experts and two Measurement and Evaluation experts). In multidimensional measurement tools consisting of multiple subscale, it must be evaluated by experts whether the written items are about the factor in which they are expected to be included for the aim of determining the different factors of the structure to be measured (DeVellis, 2003) . It must be the common definitions between experts on the subject and the individuals developing a measurement tool because determining the scope on an issue requires a judgment (Tavşancıl, 2006) . Removed some items as a result of this review, a 5-point Likert-type pre-trial scale was formed with the remaining 49 items in the pool. On the purpose of providing the suitability of the sample forming the basis of the study, this pretest scale was performed on group of 300 students who voluntarily participated in the study and are 3rd and 4th grade students of Abant Izzet Baysal University Faculty of Education for validity and reliability studies. Before analyzing the data obtained, missing values in the study data were examined by performing data cleansing after observing missing values and left-right skewed data through frequency tables (Meyers, GamstandGuarimo, 2006: 44; Tabachnickand Fidel, 2007: 62) . It is seen that there is not more than 3% missing value in any of the tables belonging to the items. Moreover being determined the noising values in the data set, it has been restored and reorganize the data set. Considering that extreme values which has the values outside the usual value or excess value can distort the statistical results, raw scores were converted to standard Z score and the scales outside the range of -3 +3 were excluded from the study. Because when the normal distribution is considered, 99% of the data will take place in the distance ± 3 standard deviations from the average (Çokluk, Şekercioğlu and Büyüköztürk, 2012) . After this process, the necessary analyses were made through the remaining 271 data.
RESULTS
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) methods were used in order to determine the construct validity LLLTS. Before EFA was performed, it was examined whether the data set was appropriate for factor analysis. For factor analysis studies, Tabachnickand Fidel (2001) emphasize that sample size of approximate 150 may be sufficient while Kline (1994) states that sample size of approximate 200 is sufficient (Cited in: Çokluk et al, 2012) . Based on this expression, it can be said that the number of participants in the study is adequate for factor analysis because the data set of 271 persons meet acceptable levels of factor analysis.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
First of all Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) testing sample adequacy was examined in order to be made exploratory factor analysis through the data obtained from 271 students participated in the preliminary studies. KMO value was found to be 0.89. According to Kaiser (1974) , KMO values above 0.5 are acceptable values. It is stated that KMO value must be higher than 0.60, and Spehericity and Barlett test must be meaningful for factor analysis (Büyüköztürk, 2007) . Secondly, Bartlett's Spehericity test was analyzed (χ2 = 1405.164, p =.000) and it was determined that the obtained data were suitable for factor analysis (Green and Salkind, 2005) . For the determination of the items to be included in the scale, according to Büyüköztürk (2007) , it is considered adequate that the Eigen values of the factors should be 1 and over, the load values of the items be at least 0.30, and item total correlation value be 0.30 and over. Moreover, it was paid attention that the items would be in the same factor, and if there are the factors in two factors then at least 0.10 differences should be between them. In the first factor analysis, 32 items in the 49 item-trial form were removed from the scale because their factor loadings were below 0.30, they take place in multiple factors and the differences between the factors were less than 0.10. In the second factor analysis, primarily in the principal component analysis, 25 degrees varimax rotation was carried out in the way that the Eigen values of 17 itemswould be over 1. It was found that the scale obtained as the result of these processes had a two-factor structure. The number of the scale factor can be seen more clearly in the slope angle chart derived from the exploratory factor analysis.
Figure 1. The slope angle chart of exploratory factor analysis
When examined the graphic, it can also been seen a two-factor structure. It was found at the end of exploratory factor analysis that the lowest factor load is 0.40, and that the Eigen value of the scale on the factors' level is 5.630 for first factor and 1.755 for second factor. The first 11 items included in the scale at the end of exploratory factor analysis compose the first factor. This factor called as willingness to learn explains 24.12% of the total variation. The internal consistency coefficient of this factor is 0.82. Other six items included in the scale compose the second factor. This factor called as willingness to improvement explains 19.31% of the total variation. The internal consistency coefficient of this factor is 0.82. When all the 17 items are taken into consideration, they explains 43.44% of the total variation. When it is thought that variation rates changing between 40% and 60% in factor analysis are accepted as ideal (Tavşancıl, 2006) , it can be said that the amount of variance obtained in this study can be described as satisfactory. The internal consistency coefficient of the scale is found 0.86. All items in the scale were analyzed as a whole for item-total correlation and it was seen that item-total correlations were received values between 0.37 and 0.64. As the result of the 27% top and bottom group comparisons, it was found that t values for the differences between the average of the scores they have received from LLLTS are between 5.34 (p <0.001) and 11.89 (p <0.001). Accordingly, it can be said that discrimination power of the scale items are sufficient. Table 3 -2, it is seen that the factor loading values for the scale items vary between 0.40 and 0.67 for the first factor, while it changes between 0.59 and 0.77 for the second factor.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The fit indexesof the model derived from the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) which were performed for the construct validity of the scale on the data collected from 1123 faculty of education students were examined, and the results of the confirmatory factor analysis of LLLTS were given in the Figure2. 
DISCUSSION
In this study, it was intended to develop a measurement tool which will allow to measure lifelong learning trends of teachers and preservice teachers as valid and reliable. For this purpose, the item pool created as a result of the literature review was submitted to 7 experts for content and face validity, and 49-item scale pretreatment was prepared. EFA and CFA were been applied for LLLTS's construct validity. As the result of EFA, the structure which is 17-item, two-structure and explains 43.44% of the total variance was obtained. CFA was performed in order to determine whether this twofactor structure gives adequate fit indices, and to obtain additional evidence for LLLTS's construct validity. The findings obtained from the CFA showed that the fit indices of the twofactor structure for LLLTS were adequate. The LLLTS desired to be developed and teachers' lifelong learning trends scale developed by
Yaman were applied to the students (n = 250) who are studying in the faculty of education, and a positive correlation (.71) was found between the scales (p <0.01). The findings obtained from the correlation analysis point out that criterion-related validity of the scale was ensured. The reliability of LLLTS was examined through internal consistency, ω and testretest methods. Cronbach's alpha internal consistency coefficient was calculated as .86 while ω value was found to be .89. Test-retest reliability coefficient for the determination of the scale was found to be .76. Considering that the scales of which reliability coefficient is .70 and over (Anastasi, 1982; Muijs, 2004; Sipahi, YurtkoruandÇinko, 2010; Stangor, 2010; cited in: İlhanandÇetin, 2013) , internal consistency, ω and test-retest reliability coefficients can be regarded as evidence for scale reliability. In the study, the statistics conducted to examine the psychometric properties of LLLTS shows that the scale has a valid and reliable structure. This developed scale can be administered in studies aiming to determine from which variables lifelong learning tendencies of students studying in faculties of education and teachers are affected. In the development of this measurement tool that the sample group composes of preservice teachers can limit the study. In the future studies, the psychometric properties of the scale can be examined by selecting teachers and other occupations for sample group.
